Ferdinand were forced to abdicate the throne to Napoleon) the contract is dissolved and the people takes back its sovereignty.
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Declaration, which has no official title, of Jan 1, 1804, and the Serbian Proclamation of Karađorđe In spite of the seeming obviousness of the comparison between the U.S. and the Spanish American declarations of independence, this subject has been almost completely overlooked by scholars. E.g., the published proceedings of the Journal of American History roundtable on the translations and reception of the Declaration of Independence include articles by Joaquim Oltra about Spain and Josefina Zoraida Vázquez about Mexico. 5 Oltra focuses solely on Spain in its present borders, and, obviously ignoring the important research of Mario Rodríguez, 6 comes to the conclusion that before the revolution of 1868 and the adoption of what he calls the "first democratic constitution in Spanish history" in 1869 the Spanish had very little interest in political experience and political culture of the United States.
Vázquez begins her article by stating that a comparison between the US and the Mexican
Declaration of Independence is "difficult", and that the Mexican revolutionaries have not read the U.S. Declaration. 7 If "the movement toward independence was preceded in English America by a present-mindedness that re-imagined the future, in Spanish America it was preceded by an innovative reconsideration of the past", that is, the interest towards the pre-Habsburg political and legal heritage of mediaeval Spain ("liberties" stolen later by the absolutism) and the Neo-Thomism Ferdinand were forced to abdicate the throne to Napoleon) the contract is dissolved and the people takes back its sovereignty.
To sum up, Vázquez seems to focus mostly on the "concrete goals of social reform and form of government" of the Mexican independence movement as opposed to the "abstract rights" and the "language of abstract principles" of the U.S. Declaration of Independence.
It seems that she has a rather narrow understanding of the ideology behind the North The U.S. Declaration may be roughly divided into five parts.
-The first paragraph, which briefly explains the reasons why one people may dissolve its political ties with another people.
-In the second paragraph the principles of natural law, which constitute the foundations of legitimate rule, are declared. However, should the legitimate powers violate this principle, they loose their legitimacy and may thus be deposed.
-Next comes a list of 28 accusations made by the colonists against King George III whose "injuries and usurpations" justify their rebellion against him.
-In the fourth paragraph the response given by the British government to the Colonists' request, made in 'most humble terms', is deemed unsatisfactory.
-Finally, in the fifth and last part, the conclusion is reached that "these United Colonies are, and of Right ought to be Free and Independent States" .
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For the goals of our comparison I would like to pay attention to one fragment from the U.S.
Declaration of Independence: after listing accusations against George III it states: "Our repeated
Petitions have been answered only by repeated injury. A Prince whose character is thus marked by every act which may define a Tyrant ["tyrant" is an avowed note to the illegitimacy of his rule], is unfit to be the ruler of a free people".
But in the next paragraph the text enhances the field of criticism:
Nor have We been wanting in attentions to our Brittish brethren. We have warned them from time to time of attempts by their legislature to extend an unwarrantable jurisdiction over us. We have reminded them of the circumstances of our emigration and settlement here. We have appealed to their native justice and magnanimity, and we have conjured them by the ties of our common kindred to disavow these usurpations, which would inevitably interrupt our connections and correspondence. They too have been deaf to the voice of justice and of consanguinuity. We must, therefore, acquiesce in the necessity, which denounces our Separation, and hold them, as we hold the rest of mankind, Enemies in War, in Peace friends.
7
So at first the blame is laid upon the ruling British king but then the text recalls the actions of (Cambridge, 1998) ; idem, La revolución política durante la época de la independencia: El reino de Quito, 1808 -1822 (Quito, 2006 The multiple meanings of the term pueblo/pueblos goes back to the Spanish legal tradition in which pueblo is both the municipality possessing its sovereignty and the sovereign body united by origin, e.g., the native population (pueblo de indios), but also the people in the meaning of all dwellers of the kingdom. See, Isabela Restrepo Mejía, "La soberanía del 'pueblo' durante la época de la Independencia, 1810 -1815 ", Historia Crítica, № 29 (Enero-Junio de 2005 , pp. 101-123; Monica Quijada, "Sobre 'nación', 'pueblo', 'soberanía' y otros ejes de la modernidad en el mundo hispánico", Las nuevas naciones: España y México 1800-1850, coord. par Jaime E. Rodríguez O. (Madrid, 2008), pp. 19-52; Jordana Dym, From Sovereign Villages to National States: City, State and Federation in Central America, 1759-1839 (Albuquerque (N.M.) , "Pueblo/Pueblos", Diccionario político y social del mundo iberoamericano [Iberconceptos-I] , dir. Javier Fernández Sebastián (Madrid, 2009 (Madrid, ), pp. 1115 (Madrid, -1250 1823) is not included, and the Decree of United Provinces of Central America is wrongly dated July 11, 1823. The Act of Independence of Cartagena is mistakenly ascribed to New Granada. The list does not include the declarations of independence of Quito, Cundinamarca, Antioquia, Neiva, Guayaquil, Zulia, just as the first official document which called to the independence of Spanish America, -Proclama de la Junta Tuitiva de los Derechos del Rey y del Pueblo (July 27, 1809). 32 The first version of this document invokes "the best of the monarchs, the unfortunate Fernando VII" (mejor de los monarcos, el desgraciado Fernando VII), but the second one talks about the Spanish yoke and calls to "raise the standard of freedom in these unfortunate colonies" (levantar el estandarte de la libertad en estas desgraciadas colonias). See, María Soux, "El tema de la soberanía en el discurso de los movimientos juntistas de La Plata y La Paz en 1809", Ciencia y cultura, 2009, № 22-23, pp. 9-18. 33 The aim of this declaration born by the filibustering raid of Gutiérrez-Magee consisted not in supporting the independence of this province from Spain, but in its further entry into the United States. This document may be compared with the declarations of independence of West Florida (September 26, 1810) and Republic of Freedonia (in Texas, December 21, 1826), and -if we recall recent events -with the irredentist Declaration of Independence of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and City of Sebastopol (March 11, 2014) 
